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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The City of Gedar Hills, Utah (the "City") recently commissioned Bowen Collins & Associates (BC&A) to prepare the Water
Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) dated January 2014. The City has also retained Zions Bank Public Finance (Zions) to
calculate the City's culinary water impact fees in accordance with the IFFP and Utah State Law. An impact fee is a one-time
charge to new development to reimburse the City for the cost of developing new culinary water system capacity that will allow
development to occur.

This system will provide culinary water for indoor uses while the City's secondary water system will provide water for outdoor
irrigation. The Cily's culinary water system currently serves 2,596 Equivalent Residential Connections (“ERCs”). These ERCs
have connected to the system and are receiving services on demand. The culinary water facilities have adequate capacity to
serve many more years of growth.

The culinary water impact fee will be assessed to two service areas which are the Upper Service Area and the Lower Service
Area. Cedar Hills has a 3.76 million gallon storage capacity. Water comes from two culinary wells, the Cottonwood Well and
the Harvey Well, producing 6.03 million gallons per day (MGD). The two wells have capacity to serve the City’s buildout of
3,186 ERCs. The Upper Service Area has a tank with 2 MG storage capacity and the Lower Service Area has a tank with the
storage capacity of 1 MG. Existing transmission lines plus the one new water line project have adequate capacity to serve
through buildout at 3,186 ERCs. Currently the City serves 2,596 existing ERCs of which 1,836 are found in the Lower Service
Area and 760 in the Upper Service Area. At buildout it is expected that there will be 2,286 ERCs in the Lower Service Area and
900 ERCs in the Upper Service Area for the Lower Service Area for a total of 3,186 buildout ERCs

The City has expended approximately $10,017,127 to construct culinary water source, storage, and transmission facilities and
will need to build another $76,775 (FV) in system improvements in the next six to ten years to allow new growth to connect to
a safe and reliable culinary water system.

On average, approximately 7.2% of the existing infrastructure cost ($728,557) is impact fee qualifying and 18.52% of the

transmission project costs to be constructed in the next ten years will be allocated to growth (although, the project is 100%
growth related, the 18.52% reflects that percent that will benefit in the ten year horizon).
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Recommended Water Impact Fees per ERC

Figures ES.1 and ES.3 show the maximum legal culinary water impact fee that the City can assess per ERC in each service
area. Figures ES.2 and ES.4 provide a calculation of the impact fee for a non-standard user that may not fit the schedule
found in ES.1 and ES.3. It is at the Council's discretion if the non-standard calculation will be used. Otherwise the fees shown
in ES.1 and ES.3 will be charged.

FIGURE ES.1: MAXiMUM IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE LOWER ZONE

Units of Measure Equivalency Water impact fee
Residential
3/4" Meter Residential 1.00 $ 1,081
Non-Residential

1 BT 30 1$ 1406
1.5" . 1.60 1,730
2" i L 280 | 2.812
3 10.00 10814
4" 12.70 13,734
6" 19.10 20,655
8 e 3 26.40 28549
10" 36.40 39,363

FIGURE ES.2: CALCULATION OF NoK-STANDARD CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE LOWER ZONE

Non-Standard Users Impact Fee Formula
Step 1: Average Day Demand divided by 193 gallons = Equivalent ERCs
Step 2: Multiply Equivalent ERCs by Impact Fee per ERC of $1,081

FIGURE ES.3: MAXIMUM |MPACT FEE SCHEDULE UPPER ZONE

Units of Measure Equivalency Water Impact fee
Residential
3/4" Meter Residential 1.00 $ 1749
_ Non-Residential
15 : 1.30 3 2214
1.5" 1.60 2,798
2 o [N Pl S 4 547
3" 10.00 17,490
4 SRV ot L 1270 : 22212
6" 19.10 33,406
e : - 26.40 46,174
10" 36.40 63,663
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FIGURE ES.4: CALCULATION OF NON-STANDARD CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE UPPER ZONE

Non-Standard Users Impact Fee Formula

Step 1: Average Day Demand divided by 193 gallons = Equivalent ERCs
Step 2: Multiply Equivalent ERCs by Impact Fee per ERC of $1,749

The recommended impact fee structure presented in this analysis has been prepared to satisfy the Impact Fees Act, Utah
Code Ann, § 11-36-101 et. Seq. (the “Act”), and represents the maximum culinary water impact fees that the City may assess
within the Service Area. The City will be required to use other revenue sources to fund projects identified in the IFFP that
constitute repair and replacement, cure any existing deficiencies, or maintain the existing level of service for current users.
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CHAPTER 1:
OVERVIEW OF THE CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEES

What is an Impact Fee?

EN
EE

An impact fee is a one-time fee, not a tax, charged to new development to recover the City's cost of constructing water
facilities with capacity that will be utilized by new growth. The fee is assessed at the time of building permit issuance as a
condition of development approval. The calculation of the impact fee must strictly follow the Impact Fees Act to ensure that
the fee is equitable, fair, and legally defensible.

This analysis provides documentation that there is a fair comparison, or rational nexus, between the impact fee charged to
new development and the impact on the capacity of the system. Impact fees are charged to different types of development
and the water impact fee is scaled according to different levels of demand.

Why Assess an Impact Fee?

Until new development utilizes the full capacity of existing facilities the City can assess an impact fee to recover its cost of
latent capacity available to serve future development. The general impact fee methodology divides the available capacity of
existing and future capital projects between the number of existing and future users. Capacity is measured in terms of
Equivalent Residential Connections, or ERCs, which represent the demand that a typical single family residence would place
on the system,

What Costs Can or Cannot be Included in the Impact Fee?

The impact fees proposed in this analysis are calculated based upon:

New capital infrastructure for water source, storage, and transmission;
Professional and planning expenses related to the construction of the facility, and
Historic costs of existing improvements that will serve new development.

The costs that cannot be included in the impact fee are as follows:

Projects that cure existing deficiencies for existing users;

Projects that increase the level of service above that which is currently provided;
Operations and maintenance costs;

Costs of facilities funded by grants or other funds that the City does not have to repay; and
Costs of reconstruction of facilities that do not have capacity to serve new growth.

How Are the Impact Fees Calculated?

A fair impact fee is calculated by dividing the cost of existing and future facilities by the number of new ERCs that will benefit
from the unused capacity. This cost per ERC is then applied to a set of graduated meter multipliers used for both residential
and non-residential users that increase the impact fee as the size of water meter increases.
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Description of the Service Area

The culinary water system is comprised of a combination of wells, storage and transmission facilities that will provide indoor
potable water for homes and businesses located in Cedar Hills. The culinary water system service area is the same as the
incorporated City boundaries. A map of the upper and lower service areas is included in the appendices.

There is sufficient existing source and storage capacity to accommodate new growth in the near future. Some transmission
capacity exists but new transmission improvements will need to be constructed within the next ten years. These transmission
projects will be funded with the use of impact fees.

What is an Equivalent Residential Connection?

The unit of measurement used for water improvements is the future water demand by ERCs. An ERC is equivalent 193 gallons
per day, or approximately 6,000 gallons per month.

Project Costs and Financing

The proposed impact fees are comprised of the costs of future water capital projects that benefit additional development
within the Service Area, and professional expenses pertaining to the regular update of the IFFP and impact fee analysis. The
City does currently have a bond outstanding and a reimbursement agreement related to the culinary water system (discussed
in more detail later) but does not anticipate more debt for culinary water projects within the next ten years.
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CHAPTER 2

IMPACT FROM GROWTH UPON THE CITY’S FACILITIES

AND LEVEL OF SERVICE

Future Water Demand within the Service Area

Water demand within the City will grow as development activity rebounds and homes and businesses are built. Currently there

are 2,596 ERCs and the buildout count of ERCs is estimated to be 3,186.

FIGURE 2.1: PROJECTED GROWTH IN ERCS
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Level of Service Analysis

The level of service standard is established in the IFFP and in Figure 2.2 and reflects City policies. This is a defensible leve] of
service that has been recently and clearly established. It is anticipated that this level of service will be perpetuated into the
future. However, the City has the right to increase this established leve! of service in the future by constructing facilities that
will provide greater capacity per ERC. If the City does this, those new facilities with additional capacity cannot be funded with

impact fees.

Calculation of Storage Requirement per ERC

According to the culinary water level of service included in the IFFP prepared by BC&A, storage is calculated based upon 400
GPD per ERC. The average day usage for a single ERU is 193 gallons per day or about 6,000 gallons monthly. Although
average usage for an ERC is 193 the capacities of the different functional components of the culinary water system (storage,
source and transmission) are designed based upon peak day and other engineering requirements rather than average day

demand in order to have sufficient capacity to meet peak demands.
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CHAPTER 3

FUTURE AND HISTORIC CAPITAL PROJECTS COSTS

The Impact Fees Act allows for the inclusion of various cost components in the calculation of the impact fees. These cost
components are the construction costs of growth-driven improvements and appropriate professional services inflated from
current dollars to construction year costs. Impact fees can only fund system improvements which are defined as facilities or
lines that contribute to the entire system’s capacity rather than just to a small, localized area. The City currently has one
outstanding bond relating to the culinary water system, the Series 2007 water revenue bond, plus a reimbursement

agreement, but does not anticipate future bonds.

Project Capacities Available for Growth

The costs of future capital projects are defined in the corresponding Impact Fees Facilities Plan BC&A and are summarized in

Figure 3.1.

FIGURE 3.1: CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS T0 BE FUNDED THROUGH IMPACT FEES

Source
0%
Source Totals [s -1$ -13 -3 -13
Stora
T E—
Slorage Tolals $ -1% -1$ -13 -1$
.
:
Supply Tetals [s -1$ =13 -3 $
10" Upper Zana Culinary Waterline 42% 2019/ § 62.500 ] $ 26,375 $76.775 [ $ 32399 % 44,376
Transmission Tolals $ 62500} % 2631518 76775 % 32399 | § 44376
Professional Serices 2
\mpacl Fee Facilities Plan 100% 2014( § 95901% 9,590 $9.590 | § 95908
Professional Services Tolals $ 95% [ $ 959018  95%0[$ 9590
Ten Year Culinary Water ' 49% 3 12,030 § 359658  863651% 41989 1% 44,316

Historic Capital Project Costs

Figure 3.2 classifies the historic capital projects that have been expended to date in the construction of the existing well,
storage reservoir, and transmission lines. These costs do not consider standard 0&M expenses. BC&A has determined that

approximately 18.5% of the existing system will service future development.
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FIGURE 3.2: HisToRIC CAPITAL PROJECTS

Asset
Number

19
22
23
25
26
28
29
30
31
32
34
35
31
38
39
40
42
4
44
46
47
13
50
52
53
54
57
58
63
64
67
68
69
70
12
13
75
111
112
116
122
127
130
132
133

Date

10/31/77
7/01/85
1/01/91
6/30/51
1401792
6/30/92
6/30/94
3/30/95
6/30/95
1/01/96
7/01/36
1/01/97
2/28/97
3/31/97
5/31/87
1/01/98
5/21/98
6/01/98
1/01/98
6/30/99
1/01/00
6/23/00
1101701
1/26/01
2/02/01
1/01/02
1/01/02
1/01/03
1/01/04
1/01/04
4/28/04
5/21/04
6/30/05
8/30/05
6/30/06
6/30/06
9/25/06
10/20/09
10/20/09
10/20/09
6/30/12
6/30/12
6/30/12
6/30/13
9/24/12

$

Cost

80,000
559
6,008
1433
126,942
12,464
11,502
12,562
1,786
183,700
607,544
324941
121,090
108,869
146,737
210,918
300,000
30,139
828,569
36,071
232,022
78,400
1,545,611
44,400
19,090
475,949
957,500
90,505
61,076
23478
46,300
249,026
151,236
507,560
45,785
123,240
56,364
569,828
1.213,623
238,667
11,274
12,934
69,076
18,370
24010

Class

Excluded
Project
Transmission
Project
Transmission
Transmission
Transmission
Transmission
Storage- Lower
Transmission
Storage- Lower
Transmission
Grant
Transmission
Transmission
Transmission
Source
Transmission
Transmission
Transmission
Transmission
Transmission
Transmission
Transmission
Source
Transmission
Storage- Upper
Transmission
Transmission
Transmission
Transmission
Project
Transmission
Transmission
Transmission
Project
Transmission
Source
Source
Source
Excluded
Excluded
Transmission
Transmission
Transmission

40
40
50
40
50
40
40
40
40
50
40
50
40
40
40
50
40
40
50
40
50
40
50
50
50
50
40
50
50
50

50
40
50
40
40
40
50
50
50
50
50
50
10
10

Water Improvements $ 10,017,127

EN
EE
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Professional Expenses
The 2013 cost for updating the IFFP was $9,590. This is included in the capital projects table shown above in Figure 3.1.

Bond Debt Service and Grant Funds

Cedar Hills issued a 2007 bond to finance a well, at the cost of approximately $668,000. 18.5% of the interest component is
included in the impact fee.

The City has entered into a Reimbursement Agreement, a form of indebtedness, with Lone Peak Links, LLC. The agreement
discusses the repayment for the construction of a IMG water storage tank and delivery system to serve new and existing
residential development within the City's upper service area. The agreement states the City is to collect $934 per single family
dwelling unit (or equivalent). This fee is then remitted back to Lone Peak Links, LLC.

The City has very little in the way of future projects; therefore, no additional bonding is anticipated. Grant funds used
historically (if any) were identified and taken out of the buy in calculation. No future grant funding is anticipated.
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CHAPTER 4
PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

The Impact Fees Act requires the impact fee analysis to estimate the proportionate share of the cost for existing capacity that
will be recouped as shown in Figures 3.1 and 3.2. The impact fee must be based on the historic costs and reasonable future
costs of the system. This chapter will show in Figure 4.1 that the proposed impact fee for system improvements is reasonably
related to the impact on the water system from new development activity.

The proportionate share analysis considers the manner of funding utilized for existing public facilities. Historically the City
has funded existing infrastructure with sources including the following:

Property Tax Revenues

User Rates

Division of Drinking Water Grant

Bond Proceeds

In the future, the City will primarily rely upon property tax revenues and user rate revenues to fund the operations and
maintenance of the system. Some rate revenues will be used to pay the debt service of the bonds in years when impact fee
revenues are insufficient to cover the annual payment to principal and interest. However if rate revenues are used to pay what
should be funded through impact fees (due to a shortfall in impact fee revenues) then the general fund will be repaid with
impact fees for what the impact fee fund needed to borrow.

Although the City has utilized grants in the past, additional grants are not anticipated. However, if they are received, future
impact fees will be discounted according to the size of grant and what it will be intended to fund.

Developer Credits

If a project included in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan (or a project that will offset the demand for a system improvement that
is listed in the IFFP) is constructed by a developer then that developer is entitled to a credit against impact fees owed. (Utah
Impact Fees Act, 11-36a-304(2)(f)). There are currently no situations in this analysis or projects that would entitle a developer
to a credit.

Time-Price Differential

Utah Code 11-36a-301(2)(h) allows for the inclusion of a time-price differential in order to create fairness for amounts paid
at different times. To address the time-price ditferential, this analysis includes an inflationary component to account for
construction inflation for future projects. Projects constructed after the year 2014 will be caiculated at a future value with a
4.2% inflation rate. All users who pay an impact fee today or within the next six to ten years will benefit from projects to be
constructed and included in the fee
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Ficure 4.1: WATER IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

Culinary Waler System Cost % to Growth Tg{‘)?;so(::;: Total Capacily  Exisling Capacily %(;S::;;:n;m

Source Impact Fee
IFEP Projects . 0% $ - 3,186 2,596 1a.5zeE|
Outstanding Debt: 2007 Water Revenue Bond 668,911 100% 668,911 | 3.186 2.596 18.52%
Buy In - Existing Assets 2,341,208 100% 2,341,208 3,186 2,596 18.52%
Subtotal $ 3,010,119 $ 3010119 $
Storage Impact Fee - Upper Zone . i
|IFFP Projects - 0% $ - 900 2,596 0.00%
Outstanding Debt: N/A - 0% - 800 2,596 0.00%
Buy In - Existing Assets 0% - 800 2.596 0.00%
Reimbursement Agreement 957,500 100% 957,500 1,025 100.00%
Subtotal $ 957,500 $ 957,500 $
Storage Impact Fee - Lower Zone
IFFP Projects - 0% - 2,286 1,836 19.69%
Outstanding Debt: N/A - 0% - 2,286 1.836 l959‘7ﬁ
Buy In - Existing Assels 609,330 100% 609,330 2,286 1,836 19.69%
Reimbursement Agreement - -
Subtotal $ 609,330 $ 609,330 $
Transmission impact Fee )
IFFP Projects 16,775 100%| $ 32,399 2,845 2,596 100.00%
Outstanding Debt: N/A - 0% - 2,845 2,596 100.00%]
’Bgy In - Existing Assets 5,509,534 23% 1,268.499 3,186 2,596 13.80%
Subtotal $ 5,586,309 $ 1300898 $
Professional Services
Impact Fee/ IFA Update 9,590 100%] $ 9,590 2,845 2,596 8.75%
Subtotal $ 9,590 $ 9,590 $

fee Fund Balance Credit | |
Impact Fee Fund Balance Credit (139,473) (139,473) (
[Total impact Fee Per ERC_ 7 _|$  5586309] ' [$ s8an437| | 2ol | i

*The base fees per ERC are not a final fee, the maximum legal fee schedule by meter size 15 found in Appendix G
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Maximum Legal Water Impact Fees per ERC

The maximum legal impact fee per ERC based on the calculation in Figure 4.1 is calculated to be $ ,749 for the Upper Service
Area and $1,081 for the Lower Service Area. These fees are a combination of individual fees for the components of water
source, storage, transmission and professional fees. Each fee for individual components is based upon the historic and future
costs divided by the total and available capacities. This results in a very precise impact fee per ERC and complies with the
impact Fees Act

Determination of Residential and Non-Residential Impact Fees

An ERC is equivalent to 193 gallons per day of water. The impact fees to be paid by different residential and non-residential
users are assessed according to meter size as shown in Figure 4.2. A %" meter, which is standard for a typical residential
home, uses a flow equated to 1 ERC. Therefore, larger meters will be assessed an impact fee based on equivalent capacity as
shown in Figure 4.2 and 4.3.

FIGURE 4.2: MAXIMUR IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE LOWER ZONE

Units of Measure Equivalency Water Impact Fee
Residential

3/8" Meter Residential 1.00 $ 1,081

_Non-Residential
1 e i : 1.30 18 1406
|5 1.60 1,730
2" 1 260 . ! 2812
3 10.00 __lQ,814_
6 | 1310 20,655
Bidee e bLE L A 2640 . 28,549
10" 36.40 39,363

FIGURE 4.3: MAXIMUM |MPACT FEE SCHEDULE UPPER ZONE
Units of Measuze Equivalency Water Impact Fee
Residential

3/4" Meter Residential 1.00 $ 1,749

Non-Residential
1 : | 1 S50 S | [§ R R 9974
i 168 27%
2 {1 Ve TR R L | 2.60 ' 4547
3 _ 10.00 17,490
UL L Tl B - 12.70 22212 |
6" 19.10 33,406
8" . AR T | 240 [ 46174
10" 36.40 63,663
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Non-Standard Demand Adjustments

The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act (Utah Code 11-36-402(1)(c,d)) to assess an adjusted fee to respond to
unusual circumstances and to ensure that the impact fees are assessed fairly. The impact fee ordinance must include a
provision that permits adjustment of the fee for a particular development based upon studies and data submitted by the
developer that indicate a more realistic and accurate impact upon the City's infrastructure.

The impact fee formula shown below in Figures 4.4 and 4.5 for a non-standard user is based upon the anticipated annual
water demand of that particular user.

FIGURE 4.4: CALCULATION OF NON-STANDARD CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE LOWER ZONE

Non-Standard Users Impact Fee Formula
Step 1: Average Day Demand divided by 193 gallons = Equivalent ERCs
Step 2: Multiply Equivalent ERCs by Impact Fee per ERC of $1,081

FIGURE 4.5: CALCULATION OF NON-STANDARD CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE UPPER ZONE

Non-Standard Users Impact Fee Formula

Step 1. Average Day Demand divided by 193 gallons = Equivalent ERCs
Step 2: Multiply Equivalent ERCs by Impact Fee per ERC of $1,749
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APPENDICES: CERTIFICATION, SERVICE AREA MAP,
IMPACT FEE CALCULATIONS
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In accordance with Utah Code Annotated, 11-36a-306(2), Zions Bank Public Finance, makes the following certification:

I certify that the attached impact fee analysis:
1. includes only the cost of public facilities that are:
a. allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and
b. actually incurred; or
c. projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which each impact fee is paid;
2. does not include:
a. costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities;
b. cost of qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the facilities, through impact fees, above the level
of service that is supported by existing residents;
c. an expense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to a methodology that is consistent with generally
accepted cost accounting practices and the methodological standards set forth by the federal Office of Management and
Budget for federal grant reimbursement;
3. oftset costs with grants or other alternate sources of payment; and
4. complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act.

Zions Bank Public Finance makes this certification with the following caveats:

1. All of the recommendations for implementations of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) made in the IFFP or
in the impact fee analysis are followed in their entirety by City staff and Council in accordance to the
specific policies established for the Service Area.

2. If altor a portion of the IFFP or impact fee analysis are modified or amended, this certification is no longer
valid,

3. Allinformation provided to Zions Bank Public Finance, its contractors or suppliers is assumed to be correct,
complete and accurate. This includes information provided by the City of Cedar Hills and outside sources.
Copies of letters requesting data are included as appendices to the IFFP and the impact fee analysis.

Dated: 1/24/2014

ZIONS BANK PUBLIC FINANCE
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Appendix A: ERC Projections for Culinary Water

CURRENT AND FUTURE ERCs FOR THE CULINARY WATER SERVICE AREA
A B C D
TABLE A.2; CULINARY WATER ERCs

TABLE A.1, CURRENT AND FUTURE CULINARY WATER ERCs
Upper Zone  Lower Zone

1 ACEL ERCs ERCs TOTAL ERCs Culinary Water ERCs

2 2013 760 1,836 2,596 Current ERCs (BC&A Count) ‘
3 2023 2,845 Buildout ERCs &
4 2033 3,094 Undeveloped ERCs

5 Buildout 900 2,286 3,186 % Undeveloped

6 Ses )FFP Table 2-3

A B c D



Appendix B: Existing Culinary Water Assets
A B C D E

Asset

—

i Cost Class

2 19 10/31/77  § 80,000 Excluded 40
3 22 7/01/85 559 Project 40
4 23 1/01/91 6,008 Transmissicn 50
5 25 6/30/91 1,433 Project 40
6 26 1/01/92 126,942 Transmission 50
7 28 6/30/92 12,464 Transmission 40
8 29 6/30/94 11,502 Transmission 40
9 30 3/30/95 12,562 Transmission 40
10 31 6/30/95 1,786 Storage- Lower 40
11 32 1/01/96 183,700 Transmission 50
12 34 7/01/96 607,544 Storage- Lower 40
13 35 1/01/97 324,941 Transmission 50
14 37 2/28/97 121,090 Grant 40
15 38 3/31/97 108,869 Transmission 40
16 39 5/31/97 146,737 Transmission 40
17 40 1/01/98 210,918 Transmission 50
18 42 5/21/98 300,000 Source 40
19 43 6/01/98 30,139 Transmission 40
20 44 1/01/99 828,569 Transmission 50
21 46 6/30/99 36,071 Transmission 40
22 47 1/01/00 232,022 Transmission 50
23 49 6/23/00 78,400 Transmission 40
24 50 1/01/01 1,545,611 Transmission 50
25 52 1/26/01 44,400 Transmission 50
26 53 2/02/01 19,090 Source 50
27 54 1/01/02 475,949 Transmission 50
28 57 7/01/02 957,500 Storage- Upper 40
29 58 1/01/03 90,505 Transmissicn 50
30 63 1/01/04 61,076 Transmission 50
3 64 1/01/04 23,478 Transmission 50
32 67 4/28/04 46,300 Transmission 0
33 68 5/21/04 249,026 Project 50
34 69 6/30/05 151,236 Transmission 40
35 70 8/30/05 507,560 Transmission 50
36 72 6/30/06 45,755 Transmission 40
37 73 6/30/06 123,240 Project 40
38 75 9/25/06 56,364 Transmission 40
39 11 10/20/09 569,828 Source 50
40 12 10/20/09 1,213,623 Source 50
41 116 10/20/09 238,667 Source 50
42 122 6/30/12 11,274 Excluded 50
43 127 6/30/12 12,934 Excluded 50
44 130 6/30/12 69,076 Transmission 50
45 132 6/30/13 18,370 Transmission 10
46 133 9/24/12 24,010 Transmission 10
a7 Water Improvements § 10,017,127

A B c D E
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ZIONS BANK PUBLIC FINANCE

Appendix C: Culinary Water Ten Year Capital
A

1
2 TABLE C.1: WATER CAPITAL PROJECTS

3 Project Name

Projects

c

|inflation Rate*

4.20%|

% Impact Fee

Qualifying

Year to be

2013 Ten Year

Constructed Construction Cost

2013 % Impact
Fee Qualifying

4 Source

5 0%

6 |Source Totals $ - |8 -
7 Stora

8 0%

9 [Storage Totals $ -13 -
10 Suppiy

1 0%

12|Supply Totals $ -1 -
13 Distribution

14 110" Upper Zone Culinary Waterline 42% 2019 $ 62,5001 9 26,375
15

16| Transmission Totals $ 62,500 | § 26,375
17 Professional Services

18 limpact Fee Facilities Plan 100% 20141 § 959019 9,590
19]Professional Services Totals $ 9,590 | § 9,590
20{ Ten Year Culinary Water 49% $ 72,090 | § 35,965

21 “Based on 20 years averaga cost of infiation using ENR and net of Interest eamings

A



Appendix D: Qutstanding Debt and Allocation of Interest Expense
A B C D E F

G
1 TABLE D.1: Series 2007 Bonds TABLE D.2: Serles 2007 Bonds
2 Percent of Bond Proceeds fo
3 2008 $ -13 24229 | % 24,229 Culinary Total
4 2009 80,000 56,639 136,639 Source $
5 2010 82,000 54,471 136,471 Storage 107,:
6 2011 85,000 52,249 137,248 Supply
7 2012 87,000 49,945 136,945 Distribution 5615
8 2013 89,000 47,588 136,588 Professional
9 2014 92,000 45,176 137,176 Total $ 668,9
10 2015 94,000 42,683 136,683
11 2016 97,000 40,135 137,135
12 2017 99,000 37,506 136,506
13 2018 102,000 34,824 136,824
14 2019 105,000 32,059 137,059
15 2020 107,000 29,214 136,214
16 2021 110,000 26,314 136,314
17 2022 113,000 23,333 136,333
18 2023 116,000 20,271 136,271
19 2024 120,000 17,127 137,127
20 2025 123,000 13,875 136,875
21 2026 126,000 10,542 136,542
22 2027 130,000 7,127 137,127
23 2028 133,000 3,604 136,604
24 Total $ 2090,000]$ 668911 |% 2,758,911

A B C D E F G
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Appendix E: Culinary Water Proportionate Share
A B

TABLE E.1: WATER IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

1 ary Wate em Co % to Gro e Total Capag
2 |Sourcs impact Fes

3 |IFFP Projects - 0%] § - 31
4 |Outstanding Debt: 2007 Water Revenue Bond 668,911 100% 668,911 3.1
5 |Buy In - Existing Assets 2,341,208 100% 2,341,208 3.1
6

7 |Subtotal $ 3,010,119 $ 3,010,118

8 |Storage Impact Fee - Upper Zone

9 |iFFP Projects - 0%] § - ¢
10 |Outstanding Debt: N/A = 0% - 5
11 |Buy In - Existing Assets 0% - €
12 |Reimbursement Agreement 957,500 100% 957,500 1.0
13 |Subtotal $ 957,500 $ 957,500

14 [Storage Impact Fee - Lower Zone

15 JIFFP Projects - 0% - 2.2
16 [Outstanding Debt: N/A - 0% - 2.2
17 |Buy In - Existing Assets 609,330 100% 609,330 2.2
18 |Reimbursement Agreement - -

19 |Subtotal $ 609,330 $ 609,330

20 |Transmission Impact Fee

21 |IFFP Projects 76,775 100%] $§ 32,399 28
22 |Outstanding Debt: N/A - 0% - 2
23 |Buy In - Existing Assets 5,509,534 23% 1,268,499 3.1
24

25 [Subtotal $ 5,586,309 $ 1,300,898

26 |Professional Services '

27 |impact Fee/ IFA Update 9,590 100%] § 9,580 28
28

29 |Subtotal $ 9,590 $ 9,590

30 jImpact Fee Fund Balance Credit

31 |impact Fee Fund Balance Credit (139,473) (139,473)

32 |Total Impact Fee Per ERC $ 5,586,309 $ 5887437

33 *The base fees per ERC are not a final fee, the maxiniurh legél fée schedule by meter size is found in Appendix G
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Appendix F: Maximum Culinary Water Impact Fees

A B
TABLE F.1: CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE UPPER ZONE

Units of Measure Water Impact Fee
Per Equivalent Residential Connection $ 1,749

TABLE F.2: IMPACT FEE BY CONNECTION SIZE UPPER ZONE

Units of Measure Equivalency Water Impact Fee
Residential
3/4" Meter Residential 1.00 $ 1,749
Non-Residential

{0 : 1.30 i 2,274
1.5" 1.60 2,798
2" ; 2.60 4,547
3 10.00 17,490
4" 12.70 22212
Is" 19.10 33,406
g 26.40 46,174
10" 36.40 63,663

TABLE F.3: NON-STANDARD IMPACT FEE CALCULATION UPPER ZONE

Non-Standard Users Impact Fee Formula
Step 1: Average Day Demand divided by 193 gallons = Equivalent ERCs
Step 2: Multiply Equivalent ERCs by Impact Fee per ERC of $1,749

TABLE F.4: CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE LOWER ZONE

Units of Measure Water Impact Fee
Per Equivalent Residential Connection $ 1,081

TABLE F.5: IMPACT FEE BY CONNECTION SIZE LOWER ZONE

Units of Measure Equivalency Water Impact Fee
Residential
3/4" Meter Residential 1.00 $ 1,081
Non-Residential
it 1.30 1$ 1,406
1.5" 1.60 1,730
2" : 260 2,812
3" 10.00 10,814
40 _ ; 12.70 13,734
le" 19.10 20,655
8" 2640 28,549
10" 36.40 39,363
TABLE F.6: NON-STANDARD IMPACT FEE CALCULATION LOWER ZONE

Non-Standard Users Impact Fee Formula
Step 1: Average Day Demand divided by 193 gallons = Equivalent ERCs
Step 2. Multiply Equivalent ERCs by Impact Fee per ERC of $1,081
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Cedar Hills: Seerinpact Feefralsis

BeEoume SIMRY

s Bank Ruiblic Anance (dans) is pleased to provide Ceder Hils (the Qty) with an update to the sanitary seser
odledtion inpadt fee. The fdloaing pages summaniz the dooument and tebles induded. The intent is to provide a
orasedisassion o the calodation and idertification of the mepimum legal impact fee.

QGonth and BRCRgjections

Qurently the Oty has a tda of 2,596 equivalent residential canedians (ER). The fdlosing table identifies the
curent and future BRGs in a single, Oty-Wide Service Area. The analysis oonsiders groath over the ned sixtoten years.
Betwesn nowand 2023, BRGs will increase by 224 to reach 2,845, The full growth table can be found in Appendix 1 of the

doourment.

Fgure ES1: ERCs
S [ e SR T
Qurent m‘ 2,5%6 3186

P p——

Level o Service Definitions

Bowen Qdlins & Asscdates defined the Qty's levd o senvicein the Vester Ran. The plans statethe fdlowing:

The Vester Han caladated a peak daily vwastesater flow for Cedar Hils residerts of 70 god per pasan. The sistemvas
ocosavalivay evauated at 80 gpd per parsn, o 320 god per parsan based on the Qty's current average hausehdd siz
It shadd be ndted, honev, that this tatal indudes bath domestic westenater production as well as an allosance far
infiltration and inflow.

Therfaethe Oty has defined the curent leve o senviceas:
o Sewar 0 gdlons per equivalat residential connection per day ?

FRPERIOWTE SHFEANLYSS

The Impact Fees Ad requires that the inpadt fee andlysis estimate the propatiarate share of the asts far edsting
capacdity that will be repouped and the oosts of inpacts an systemimproveents that are reesarably related tothe new
develcoment activity

Fart o the prpatianate share analysis is a aosidadion of the memner o funding exsting public fadlities. A Qty
typicallyfunds edsting infrastructure thraugh several different funding sources induding:

°  Gned And Revenues

e \baFes

- Qais

»  Bond Rooeeds

= Devdoper Badions

*  Impad Feess

2 Fage 5 Homooks Engineers Capital Fadilities Rlan and Inpadt Fee Fadilities Ran

ZONSBAKRELICANNE 3




Cedar Hills: Soerimpat Feefrdisis

Hstaically the Gty has funded its edsting sewer infrastrudture through Wser Fess (rate revenues), inpad fess and
developer eadtions and donations. All of these funding sauross (with exeption of devdoper aontributions/donetians) are
inmpact fee quelifying epenses tobe oonsidered far buy” in purposes.

In corsideration o future capital improverments, the Gty will continue using sirrilar funding sources; nogrants are being
aorsidered o are available at this time: Using impact fees places a burden on future users that is equal to the burden
that was banein the past by edsting users.®

Bdsting Infrastructure and Capadity to Serve New Goath (Buy-in Corponent)

The Qty provided dans with a list of all Qty oaned assds far the cdledtion system The inpact fee qualifying histaric
valle d the fadilities is $2,214,880°. Only the aiginal oosts df the inprovements have been considered. See Appendix 3
far the detailed list of essets far the adledion system An andlysis has been aonpleted to identify the capadity to serve
new groath. Apprainatdy 18.5%° of the value df the edsting essets shall be induded as a buy-in carpanent of the
impadt fee, a $409,753. This will be discussed ingregter detall Iater in this document and can befound in Appendix4 of
this docurent.

Future Capital Improvements

Bowen Qdlins & Asscaiates provided a list of capital prgects tobe amstrudted in the next sixtoten years. Theenginesrs
defined the percert of the prgect thet will benefit groath thraugh the ned sixtoten years. The 2013 fiscal yeer tdd of
capita improvaments is $558,811. The IFP prdedts indude an inflaticnary cavpanent; therdfae Zons Bank Rublic
Finance did nat add additiond inflation costs. Approdmatey 20% o the future construction oosts will be induded into
this impact fee calauation, ar $111,597.

Qutstanding and Future Debt

There is no autstanding seaer related debt in Cedar Hlls. It is currertly nat antidipated that the Oty will bond for sewer
inthened sixtotenyears.

CLAUATDRE

The impadt fees have been calauated with &l the above considerations far the Qty-Wide Senvice Aea. The fee is
caladated per BRC For nonresidential land uses, new connedtians will pay the fee listed in Appendix 5, which is based
onwater use acoarding tothe Mester Ran.

The treatment carponent of Gedar HIls's sewer utility is prodded by Timpancges Sedal Snvice Ostrict (TSD). The
Ostridt also an inpad fea The Oty will odledt the fee and remit the Ostrid's pation back to 1530 The
Dstrict's fee may change and thus, the tdtal has nat been identified in this analysis but can be found in the adirence o
the andlysis. That way, if TSSDadmpts a newfes, the Qty may update their fee schedule by adoption o a new adinance
and nat be recrired to updatethe entireinpadt fee andysis.

3 Uah Inpact Fees Ad, 11-362-304(2) () (d)
4 Cadar Hils Deprediation Sthedhde
5 BOSAIRFP

JONSBANKRELICRNANCE a



Cedar Hills: Soaerinpad Feefrasis

Figure ES2: Maximum Legal Fee per ERC®

s a Fa ee CLallfying "‘_ ‘“' O pa
Qs 3 Ot e R
Qlletion irpart Fea : '
FPhgets | % ] ) ")
Aty In - Bisting Assets 2214880| : % w7 w0l en
apda _ 2774691 1 462260 )
Tpact ReRer BRU 1 e L ]
Fgure BS3: Nonresidential Impact Fee Multipliers
Mee Sz ERCOrvarsion Feeper Meter Sz
Y4 10 28.80
1 13 1,181.98
11/2 16 151879
2 26 241488
3 100 9,287.99
4 127 11.821.20
6 19.1 17,731.80
8 %4 24.486.58

° Aus the TSD treatmert component fee added via adinance
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Cedar Hills: Seserinpad Feefrdsis

GHPTER 1: IMPACT REE ORVEW

RRaECT OFRUBW

Zans Bank Rublic Anance (Aans) is pleased to provide The Gty of Cedar Hils (the Gity) with an update to the sanitery
sewer adledion impadt fee. Qedar Hils realizes that dueto the age o its curent andlysis, as wall as changes tothe
Impact Fees Ad, required updates and review d its inpact fees as well as its fadility planning are nesded. The Gty is
still growing rapidy and has meny capital neads. The updaie to the enalysis is an intensive odlabarative effat that
mests the neads of Aty stakehdders and the Qty. The infametion used to areete this fee andlysis wes provided by Gty
staff, Zons Bank Rublic Ainance and Bowen Gdlins & Assodiates.

The gdl o the inpadt fee andysis is to caladate the mamum inrpact fee that may be essessed to new devel qoment
and ensure the fee meets the requirements o the Impadt Fess Ad, Uah Qode 11-36a-101 & saz The sedtians and
subseddions of theinpact fee andlysis will directly address thefdloaing items, required by the coder
*  Inpact Fee Aralysis Requirements (Ltah Qode 11-36a-304)
o |dentify Exdsting Capadty toserve groath
Ropationate Share Andlysis
o |dertifythelevd of senvice
o |dertifytheimpad o fulure develcpment on edsitng and future inprovarents
+  Caladated Fee (Uish Code 11-36a-305)
= Qgtification (Ltah Code 11-36a-306)

W [sTHEQTY UDANG THE RV B ANALYRIS?
The Gty has cammissioned this Sanitary Sewer Inpact Fee Ardlysis amendment to acaonplish the fdloaing:
»  Detaminethemaxdmumimpad feethat may be assessead to newdevd gpmert,
«  Update capital need prgjections and acoaurt far histeric oosts o fadllities;
+ Rt theanadysis in campliance with the changes tothe Inpadt Fees Adt effective May 2011,
»  Indudean inpact Fee Fadlities Ran (IFFP) with a ten year capital planning haiam; and
+  Mredearlydsfinethe arrent levdl o senviceand the future led of senvice that the Qtywill provide

VAT IS AN IVPeCT FEE?

Aninpadt feeis a mertime feg nat a tax, charged to new develcoment to recover the Qty's oost of canstrnudting water
and secavdary water fadlities with capacity to serve new groath. The fee is assessed at the time of building perrit
issuance as a aondition of develaqoment approdd. The calauldtion o the inpact fee must stridly fdlowthe Inpadt Fees
Act toersurethat thefeeis eqitableand fair.

This analysis shows that thereis a fair corperism between the impact fee charged to new develqoment and the impact
the new devdqoment will have upon the system in temrs of talking available capadity. Impad fees are dharged to
development according to a nurrber o fidure units, which s a redlistic meesure of the patentia seaer demands thet
each user willl add tothe system

HoMALL NBWGRONHAFECT THEGTY?

Acoarding to the cureant mester plan, the Gty's BRCs tdal 2,596 and the plan estimetes that os the next sixto ten
yeers the Gty will add approdmetey 224 BRGs. When the Sarvice Areais built out, it is antiapated thet there will be
3,186 BRC:. Thereis nat alarge amount of vacant land left within the Gty's curent baundaries.

ZONSBANCHELICANANCE 6
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Cedar Hills: Saweinpad FeeAmdysis

However, newgroath will still hevean impadt on seaer demends as the dersity of develgprent inaresses, and etending
pipe netwarks and ather fadlities as develaqoment stretches farther away. In the case of the Qty the capadity nesded for
new gromh is faund in bath edsting fadlities that the Qty has built ahead o the groath and in the future capital
prgects that will be aostrudted in the next six to ten years. The recammended inpact fee will belance the cost of
capaxitythat is already In thegraund end newprdedts that are nesded to sarve the additional articipated groath,

Rouiation groath s as impatant in the Capital Fadilities and Impadt Fee Fadlities plamning because popuation, in
addition to non-residential demends, drive praect nesds and tining. Hoaever, this sanitary sewer odlection inpadt fee
anaysis is nat population dependant as the systemis sized fa commerda, industrial, institutional, dhurches, sdadss,
etc. The primery meesuremat o capacty and damend in a sanitary seaer system is an BRC The fee is based on
capedity available in the edsting system and in future prgjects and is ndt directly dependent upan popuidtion, as non-
residential dermands have a great impact upan the sanitary sewer system o uponthe grosth rate.

Figure 1. Projected Sanitary Sewer BERCs

VW ARE IMPrCT R NEEESARY?

Impact fees are necessary to dlocate the oosts of unused sanitary sewer system capadity that is reserved far newgroath
to the devecpments that will benefit fromit. Impadt fees help to shield edsting usas fram shouldering the burden o
paying nat anly for the capadity thet they use but dlso fram funding the cost of capadity nesded far new develcpment to
oo,

WHEREWLL THE IvPecT s BE Asses?

The inpact fees will be assessed within the Otys Sanitary Sawer Sanvice Area, which indudes the curent Qty
baundaries and future annedion areas to which the Qty will provide sanitary sewer savice A detailed mep of the
Senvice Area is induded below, In shat, if a developer is requesting a building permit and will be served by the Qty's
sanitary sewar systemthen thet property is induded in the Sarvice Area.

2AONSBANKPLELICANANE 7
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Cedar Hills: Sewerinpad Feefraisis
Figure 2 Service Area Map
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VW QosTs ARE INOLLCEDINTHE INRRCT FEE?

Inpact fee reverLies ey nd be spent on capital prgedts o asscoated oosts such s finandng interest epansa that
constitute repair and replacament, are any edsting defidendies, o maintain the edsting levd o senvice far cument
wsers. Impact fess canndt fund operdlional eqpenses. The proposad impact fees will be assessed thraughout the ertire
Irpad Fee Snvice Area

Theimpad fees propesed in this analysis are cal aulated based upon:

Qosts of replacement fadlities that are needed to parpetuate unused capaaty in the system that
growth will require;

MNew capital infrastructure that provides new capedity far groath;

Hstaic oosts of edsting improvements that maintain capadity that will serve new devd cpment; and
st f prdfessional servioes far enginesring, planning senvioss and prepardtion o the impad fee
fadilities plan and impact fee analysis.

AOSBANKPLEICANSNTE 8



Cedar Hills: Soweinpad FeeArdsis

WaT Qosrs ARE N INOLLCEDINTHE IMPRCT REE?

The costs, bath diredt capital and finanding, that cannd beinduded intheimpeact feeare as fdloas
* PFgedstha areddidendes fa edsting usar,
«  HAdedstha inoeasethelevd o seniceaboe thet which is currently provided;
«  Cpeatios and meinterance asts,
+  Qosts of fadlities funded by grants o cther funds that the Gitydoss nat havetorepay, and
= Osts o recostnadtion o fadlities that donat have capadty tosene newgroath.

HowARE INPRCT S CALOLLATELR?

Tocaladate a fair impact fee we determrine a grosth rdated oost of exdsting and future fadilities and dividethat by the
rurber o new units that will benefit from the unused capadity A cost per unit is calaulated by dividing impadt fee
aqualifying cost by the amaunt of capaaity to derive the oost per capadity unit. This ost per unit of capadaty is then
muitiplied bythe amount of dermend thet a typical residential home o BERCwalld Wtiliz

The general impad fee methaddagy splits the capadaty in edsting fadlities and future capital praedts betwean that
which dlready bendits edsting users and capadty that is available to benefit new groath. Aot is assigned to the
capedity thet is available far new groath besed upan the histaric cost of weter end secondary water fadilities and the
future asts of sewer infrastructure. Afinal fee per residential o non-residertial land useis calouated by muitiplying the
cost per BRC by the nurber of BROs that each newnit of develcprrent will generate.

WaTIsTHEQ RENTLBA. FSRUCE?
Bosen Qdlins & Assodates defined the Qty's levd of senviceinthe Capital Fadilities Ran. The plan stetes thefdlowing:

The Vester Ran calauated a peek daily wastenater flowfar Gedar Hlls residents of 70 ged per parscn. The systemwas
oxsavaively evaluated at 80 gpd per persen, or 320 gpd per parsan based on the Qity's current average hasehdd siz
It shauld be ndted, hosever, thet this tdal indudes bath darestic westenater pradudtion as well as an alosance far
ifiltration and irflow.

Therefare the Oty has defined the cument level of seniceas:
»  Sewer 320 galons per Euivalent Residential Comnection per day’

Howere S0 SCNEDEFREDINTHS AL YSS?
The Impedt Fess At earpls schads fram paying a parts and regedtion impad fee but with proper documertation of
the impact thet a schod coud place on the sanitery sewar system, the Gty can assess an inpadt fee far schads. The
sanitary saner impadt fee analysis quantifies the aost per BRC and dlso ddfines the number of BRCE that can be senved
by each sizzdf sanitary seaer meter that a schod cauld install, Theimpadt that a schod will have upan the seser system
is dearly defined by the size and number of sanitary sewer meters that will beinstalled

7 Bosen (dlins & Assodates impact Fee Fadilities Ran

Z2ONEBANKALELICANANCE 9



Cedar Hills: Swweinpadt Fefraysis
W ARE THE REOWBNTED O TY SN TPRY SR IvRecT Fs?

Fgure 3: Projected Sewer Impact Fee

% lmpad . Additicona

(st e s ER Etobe Cost pa BN
arz g Cosl

LA . SHVEd
IEPqu'e:ts 555,811 % 52,507 24 24
BlyIn- Bdsting Assets 2214850 19% 49753 590 6
Sihida 277461 17% 462,250 29
Tatal Impact Fee Fr BRU $ @29

The Gedar Hils Gty Gounal has the discretion to'set the actudl impadt fees to be assessed but they may ndt ecsed the
meximum aloaable fee caladated. The Oty may, on a case by case basis, wark directly with a devdqper to adiust the
standard irmpact fee to respond to unusual dircumstances and ensure that impad fees areimpaead fairly. This adjusted
impad fee cal adation will be based on the ccst per unit defined above, multiplied by the number o units areated by the

epplicable development type

JCNSBANKALELICANANCE
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Cedar Hills: Swwerinpad FeArdysis
OHPIER 2: FUTURE CAA AL FROECTS AND LBVAL OF SERUCE
IMPACT FEANALYSSRELIRBVENTS

Gowth and BRC Agectians

Aooading to the Inpadt Fee Fadlities Ran and the groath prgedtias corpleted by ZBF, the 2010 popation wes
9,7%6". Rpdlation is impartant in the Capital Fadlities and Impad Fee Fadllities plamning es population, and dther
factars, drive predt need and timing. However, this inpadt fee analysis is nd papulation dependart. The driving farceis
the Equivalent Residantial Connedtion (ERO). The Inpact Fee Fadilities Ran defines an BRC as 320 gdllos par day
usage®. Cumertly the Qity has 2,596 equivalent residertial comnections. Inthe next sixtoten years it is anticipated that
the Gty will growto2,845 BRG: (an increese f 224 ERC). The BROs increeses are displayed below,

Figure 4. ERCs

—— - e e ="-'; _(2)13‘ I-Tm——- et et
2014 2621
015| 2646
2016 2671
2018 2721
29| 2745
2020 2770

ARt 2795

2022 2820
203 2845

Therewill be same groath expected within the Qty's baundaries and inoeased damand on the Qty's odlection fadilities
whichwill recuire new prajedts tormest further damend. The growth prgjections in BRGs are found in the appendix o this
doourment.

Leve of Sarvice Definitions
The Inpedt Fee Fadilities Ran has defined the curent level of senvicein Cedar Hlls as:

o (dlectio: 320 gallans per day per BRC

Bidsting Infrastructure and Capacity to Serve New Goath (Buy-In Companent)

Apperdix 3 provides an epanse repat far the assets osnad and goarated by Gedar Hils far cdletiavadtfal lines.
Induded with the assets are the aigind dates of oonstrudtion o aoquisition and the aigind acst of the cdledtion
carpanat o the sanitary seaer system An analysis has been campleted toidentify the capaaty to serve newgroath.

Bowen Gdlins & Asscdates provided ZBFF with a percertage o the edsting infrastructure that has capaaity available to
sane future groath. This has beeninduded in the calaulation of the inpact fea

£ 2010 Cesis Data
? lmpexd Fee Faalities Aan
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Cedar Hills: Saweinpad Feefralsis

Treatment

Timpancgos Spedd Savice Ostridt provides the Aty with treatrment for the sewer Wility. The District assesses animpad
feefa thetregtment carpoant o the utility. This fee is odlected by Gedar Hllls and reritted tothe Ostrict. The currart
amount charged by TS3D can be faund in the inpadt fee adinance If the TSDinpact fee were to be adjusted, it is
easier toreadapt the adinance and nat need toredotheimped fee analysis

Immpact Fee Fadilities Flan 0 Future Capital Prjects

The Inpact Fee Fadilities Ran develaped the fdloaing capital praects, helped detarrrine the tiring and identified what
wes goah rdated, and of that amount, how much of the tatal capadty will be tilized within the ned ten years
(peroentage Impact Fee Qualifying & Inpadt Fee Qualifying Gost).

Figure 5. Capital Prgects

1100 0th (11006 o @0 Ed thensnth GTONGth) | 209 47AA27|  47d27| B4 5006 758

1020 Eest (1420 Nath toMurdach Dive) 2015 5.7 5™ 5912] 339 5D
KDl (DN oM rch O - o o - ] =
TonYeer Rl $ &mell[s 08N S muw|sHesT|s  tmm
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Cedar Hills: Sewerimpad Feefraisis

OHPTER 3: FRORCRICONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

The Impact Fees Adt requires thet the impad fee andlysis estimete the propationate share o the costs far edsting
capadty that will be recauped and the osts o irpadts on systemimprovements thet are reesarably related tothe new
develcpment activity.

Cedar Hlls cortinues togrovand thereis still eqansian in the area. The capitel improvarent plan dearly defines what
praects ere groath rddated, repair and replacerment, o pipe upsiang (the upsiang may indude sare demeri of groath)
The prdects are detdled later in the Future Capital Rrgects section.

Fart o the prpationate share andlysis is a aonsideration of the menner of funding edsting public fadllities. Hstaically
the Oty has funded edsting infrastructure through severdl different funding sources induding:

> Goned And Reenuss

+  WeaRdes

«  Qanls

»  BodRoceeds

«  Dedos Bedios

«  Impad Fees

In calaulating the buy-in companert (far edsting infrastructure capaaity) of the analysis no grant funded infrastructure
hes been indudad. Onee the grant funded prgjedts have been removed, all remaining infrastructure has been funded by
edsting residents. In arder to ensure faimess to edsting users, impact fess are an apprapriate means o funding future
capital infrestrudure. Using impadt fees places a burden on future usars that is equdl to the burden thet wes bamnein
the past by eésting users. (Ltah Impadt Fess A, 11-36a-304(2)(c)(d)

Jist &s edsting infrastructure has been funded through different means it is required by the Inped Fees At toevaluate
al means o funding future capital. There are pasitives and negative asped's to the variass fams o funding. it is
impariant toevauate each.

Gnad And e Rites

The general fund and user rates have bath been funded in ane famar andther by edsting usas. It would be an additional
burden toedsting users to use this revenue saurce to fund future capital to meet the needs of future usars. Thisis nd an
equitable pdicy and can place too much stress an the tight budgets of the generdl fund and dther user rate funds. The
sewer rates in Cedar Hils are dedicated to operation and maintenance, repair and replacement and asuring a stable
resenve far meintaining a good credit rating. If rate revenues are required to supplerent the capital required by growth,
the Gty will reirburse the Lser rate fund with impact fees as they are odleted and act as a lcan totheimpact fee fund
tobe repaid.

Fopaty laes

It is true that property teves ey be a stable saurce  income. However, property taves ere ndt based on impact placed
upan a system Froperty taves are based upan proparty valuation. Using proparty taves to fund future capital again places
too much burden on edsting users and subsidizss grosth. The finandd audits for the Gty do ndt show a line item for
property taes as a revenue stream for sanitary sewer, thus any property texes odlected on the property being devel oped
arena being tsed to fund infrestructure ar gperation and maintenance o the seae system

Impact Féss

Impact fees are a fair and equitable means o prodding infrastructure far future develgoment. They provide a rational
neas between the oosts bamein the past and the costs required in the future. The Inpact Fees Adt ensures that future

ACNEBAKRLELICANANE 13



Cedar Hills: Sewerinpadt Feefrdsis

devdgprrant is nat paying any more than what future groath will demend. Bisting users and future users receive equal
treatment, therefare, impact fess arethe gptimal funding mechenism for future groath related capital needs.

Dadgoer Qedits

If a prgedt induded in the Inpadt Fee Fedilities Ran (o a prgect that will offset the darand far a systemimprovament
that is listed in the IFFP) is construdted by a developer thet develaper is entitled to a aredit against inpact fees oned
(Ltah Impact Fees Ad, 11-36a-304(2)(f))

Time-Rice Offaeatial

ttah Gode 11-36a-301(2)(h) aloas far the indusion o a time-price diffarentia in ader to create faimess fa amanis
peid at diffeent times. Toaddress the time-price differantial, the IFPindudes an inflaticnary carpanent to acoaunt far
arstndioninflation fa fuureprgeds.

Qha
In this perticular anaysis, thereis asoa credit far unspent inpact fee revanues odlected in the pest. The curent impadt
feefund balance far sewer wes aedited against thefee

CiaLADRE

The impad fees have been caladated with al the aboe axsiderations far the Gty-wide Sarvice Aea. The fee is
caladated per a single BRC Thefees per BRCcan befaund in Figure 6. These tables can al'so be found in Appendix 4

Fgure 6: Base Fee per ERC

Qs ] @9 S R
5 . Qilletion Ivpact Fes - [
IFFPRgeds 811 o4 2557 24 4
R s T 02 % — = =
Stdal 2774691 42260 9
ST ] L B i TG

The ity will assess theimpadt fee on a per ERCbesis fa residential land uses. Norvesidertial land uses will pay the fee
listed in Appendix 5 which based an muitipliers autlined in the Mester Ban and User Rate Analysis.

Figure 7: Nonresidential | ct Fee Multipliers

[ Resigent|a P Fee
4 1.0 08.80
1 } 13 1,181.98
112 16 1,519.79
2 | 26 241488
3 100 9,267.99
4 127 ' 11.821.20
6 19.1 17,731.80
8 264 2449658

ZONBBAKABICANANE 14



L L E =

Cedar Hills: Ssweinpad Fefrdsis

COHPTER4: CERTIACATION AND AFFBNDICES

In acoordance with Ltah Gode Anndiated, 11-36a-306(2), Metthew Milis an behalf o Zions Bank Rublic Finance, mekes
thefdlowing certification.

| certify thet the attached inpact fee analysis:
1. indudes aly the ot of public fadilities that are:
a. dloaed under the Impad Fess A4, and
b. actuallyincurred, o
¢ praected to beinaured a enarrbared within six yeers after the day anwhich each
impad feeis paid;
2 doss ndt indude
a. axsts o gpadtion and meintenance o public fadilities,
b. oost o qualifying public fadilities that will raise the lesdl o senvice far the fadlities, through
impact fess, aboethelevd o senvicethat is supparted by edsting residents;
¢ an epanse fa overhead, unless the epeanseis caladated pursuart toa methaddogy
that is consistert with generally acoepted oost accounting pradtioss and the methoddagical
standards set fath by the federal Gffice of Management and Budoet far federal grant
reimbursament;
3. offset oosts with grants o cther dtemate sources of paymat; and
4. carplies in each and every rlevant respect with the Impadt Fees Ad.

Metthew Milis mmakes this certification with the fdloaing cavests:

1. Al o therecammendatians far inplemantations o the Impad Fee Fexdilities Rans (L IFFFS ) mede
in the IFP docurrerts o in the impadt fee analysis doocuments ere fdlowed in their entirety by
Cedar Hlls staff and dected offidals.

2 |f dl aapation o the IS a impad fee analyses are modified o amended, this certification is
nolonger valid.

3 Alinfamation prodded to Zions Bank Rublic Anancs, its oontradtars a suppliers is assumed to
be cared, caplete and acaurate. This indudes infammation provided by Gedar Hllls and autside
saurcss. (pies o |etters requesting data ereinduded as eppendices tothe IFFRS and theinpad
feeardysis.

Deted: Bnuery 23, 2014

JCNSEANKRBUCRNANCE

By MitthewMilis
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Cedar Hills: Sawerinpad Feefrdysis
AFENDICES

BnnTy: GElRHULS

RaicBor GryCanaL

Sijed: Business

NiceTitle Ntticed Intent toCreate an Impact Fee Fadllities Ran
10246 N Caryon Roed

Meeting Location:
Cedar Hils - 84062

_ Septerrber 17, 2013
Nice Date & Time 327 M- 327 BV

City of Cedar Hills
NOTICE OF INTENT TO CREATE AN IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLANS AND
IMPACT FEE WRLITTEN ANALYSES

The City of Cedar Hills, a local municipality located in Utah
County, Utah, intends to commence the preparation of an
independent and comprehensive Impact Fee Facilities Plans and
Written Impact Fee Analyses for culinary water, public safety,
roads, parks and recreation and sanitary sewer and therefore,
pursuant to the provisions of 11-36a-501 and 503 of the Utah
Code, as amended 2011, notice is hereby provided to you of the
intent of the City of Cedar Hills to create an lmpact Fee
Facilities Plans for each of the listed services and amend the
G City's Impact Fee Written Analyses. The proposed capital

Desaiptior/Agenda. facilities will be located in the City’s service areas, which
includes the entire city boundaries. The impact fees to be
considered will be charged to new development and used to
offset the cost of capital facilities to serve new development
and/or buy into existing facilities. Those receiving this
Notice are invited to provide information to be considered in
adopting the impact fee tacilities plans or written analyses
of proposed impact fees. For information about the impact fee
analysis project please contact David Bunker, 10246 N Canyon
Road, Cedar Hills, UT B4062 or e-mail dbunker@cedarhills.org.
Any information received should be provided in writing.

Dated: September 17, 2013

Ntice o Spedial ia
Acammodations:
Noticed Hedtranica n
telephane participation
Qher infamatia:
(dleen A Milvey, Gty Recoder
Oniadt Ifomretion 8017859668
anivey@eedatills.ag
Reted ax Septarber 17, 2013 03.30 AVt
Last edited on: Septerrber 17, 2013 03:30 AV
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Appendix 1:
ARBNTADRUILREERG
A B [ E F
Sanitary Sene FRCRqedias
| Qurent Buidout 201 2,596
Qurent B 25% 3186 2014 281
i = 2015 2646
Bowen Qs & Asscoidles IFP 2016 2671
2696
EKIS Added R Year 018 2721
i 2013 ] 2,745
201g 25 2200 2770
‘0150 5 201 275
20164 25 021 280
2017| 25 2845
20184 p-)
2019 25
2000 25
2021 25
2000 25
Tas & 24
A B C E F
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Appendix2:
CAATAL FROECTS - IMPRCT FEEFRGILITIES ALAN
Inflation Rate”

A

1100 Noth (1100 st t0 800 East, then sauth to 700 Nath)

1020 Ezt (1420 Nth to Murcoch Drive)

8%

Impact Fee Fadlity Ran and Inpadt Fee Andlisis Update

Bewm o

Ten Year Tdal

9%

21 inflaticn was ackled alresdy In the IR, noaddftiand inflation sobid

A

F

Cost to 10-vea
3o

37,005

5812

8,520.00

$ 52,507
F
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[P]F]
Appendix3:
ASETS
Qdlectar Lines
A B C D
1 Chte Aoqured Descnptia aic (sl pact FeeQlia J 1
16 1/1/2001|Sener 01 1.058577 | Yes 16
17} 5102001 Sewer Gonstructian 5850 SSewer Line 45957 | Yes 17
18 1/ 1/2002) Sener (2 ' 545,128 | Yes 18
19 1/29/2002) vehogany Drive Sewer Line 29,085 \b 19
200 1/1/2003{Seaer 03 101,077 | Yes 20
2 1/1/2004{Véter Sstem Improvements 49016 | Yes 2
2 11 Sener 04 ] 548 | Y | 2
23 ¥1/2004{ Ganyon Read Line 82484 | Yes 33
& Improvements 516,899 [ Ao 24
25 & 30/2005) Sewer 06 30171 { Nb p3]
X o Sena 07 404 [ b | 2%
27 6/14/2007} Miin Sener Upsize 5182] Yes rig
3 6/30/2010] Camn Foad Sewer - Enginesring 14568 | Yes 8
2 7/1/2010} Qanyon Road Sewer - 2011 2303 Yes ]
0] §/302012|GS- Sever (2011)_ 1,274 | Yes 2
3 4/30/2012|Cardl Endosure Rgedt 120000 | No 31
2 &30/2012|3S- PAR(2012) 1294 | Yes 7]
33 6/30r2012|4800 Wewer 240976 | Yes 3
3 Tda $ 3M513 k]
3{impect Fes Qlifying $ 221480 IE3
¥ A B c D ¥
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Pppendiixd:
BAERERRERY
Qedar Hils
A B C D E
pact Fee pact Fee Qua . Asalless
1 Ocsf FHktobe CostpaER
Qs | Cost -
Ve
2 Qiliedtion Impadt Fes
3[IFPRdjedts 550,811 A 52507 24 234
BuyIn - Bisting Assets 2214880| AW 409,753 | 50 64
j_ﬁma 2,774,691 17% 462,260 9
A B c D E

1/22/2014
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Pppendix5
INPECT FEEMLLTIRIERS

A B C
Mt Sz |BFRCQomesin |[FeparMida Sz
4 10 928.80
1 13 1,181.98
112 16 1,519.79
2 26 241488
3 100 9,287.99
4 127 11,821.20
6 19.1 17,731.80
8 264 24,486.58

A B C

DBNDOO D WN =

1272592583
163629629
2414074074
1000
1272740741
1909111111
263637037
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